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Mr. President, that is not what we

heard this year. We heard from every
commodity group that they were will-
ing to do their fair share in moving us
toward that balanced budget, and in so
recognizing, they would get greater
flexibility in the marketplace to move
their cropping programs toward the
market with the kind of flexibility and
planning, instead of being stuck, if you
will, or found in lockstep to farm pol-
icy, afraid to lose and therefore afraid
of stepping outside that.

We have provided a safety net, and
that marketing loan will provide that.
The loan will allow farmers a reason-
able time period to market their crops.
These loans will be stabilized in the
market cycle and continue to protect
consumers as well as the producer. It
will avoid the kind of unnecessary mar-
ket gyrations.

In crafting these sound programs, the
Senate and the House committees
worked hard and worked long, to-
gether, to solve this issue and to bring
us to balance in a very diverse segment
of America’s economy. And that is
American agriculture.

In my State of Idaho, in Florida, in
Louisiana, in Colorado, in Montana,
and in the Dakotas, sugar, sugar beet
and cane raising remains a very impor-
tant commodity crop. Inside the legis-
lation that was vetoed by the President
was, again, a new compromise, a new
program, a reduction in the program.
Listening to the consumer’s side, we
made the kind of changes that bring us
to the marketplace in a variety of
these areas, that allow the producer to
say, ‘‘I am farming now to the market
and not to the farm.’’

Planning flexibility, as I have al-
ready mentioned, could clearly be jeop-
ardized. Traditional nonprogram crops
like fruits and vegetables, in my State
of Idaho, potatoes, could be thrown in
jeopardy if we do not deal with this
program and deal with it now.

When we saw in the Freedom to
Farm Act limited flexibility, it was the
Senate that spoke up and said we want
flexibility so farmers can move to the
marketplace in lieu of what we want to
solve with a balanced budget. At the
same time, we want to make sure that
we protect a variety of these program
crops.

Here we are, not at the 11th hour, not
at the 12th hour, but well beyond that,
into 1996, with a farm bill that expired
on September 30, 1995, with a policy
that was cautiously and carefully
crafted between both the House and the
Senate, put in the Budget Reconcili-
ation Act, sent to the President, and
the President vetoed it. Now, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture—and I appreciate
the Secretary’s problem—is terribly
frustrated by a need to conduct farm
policy at the same time no law is in
place as a result of that Presidential
veto.

So I come to the floor tonight in be-
half of our Speaker, Leader DOLE, my-
self, Chairman LUGAR, Chairman COCH-
RAN, Senator GRASSLEY, and others.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
H.R. 2491

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that Title I, the
Agricultural Reconciliation Act of 1995,
of H.R. 2491, the 7-year Balanced Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1995, as vetoed
by the President, be introduced as a
freestanding bill; that the Senate pro-
ceed to its immediate consideration;
that the bill be advanced to the third
reading and passed, and the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table, all
without any intervening action or de-
bate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I re-

serve the right to object, and I will ob-
ject.

I would like to comment on the offer-
ing by the Senator from Idaho under
the reservation, which, as I indicated,
will result in an objection to this re-
quest.

The Senator from Idaho proposes
that we strip from the budget rec-
onciliation bill the cobbled version of
the Freedom to Farm Act and bring it
to the floor as a separate bill and deem
it passed with this action. That is, in
my judgment, not a good way to legis-
late farm policy. It follows last year’s
circumstances, rather than doing what
has traditionally been done with 5-year
farm bills. Instead of the development
of a bipartisan approach in the Agri-
culture Committees of the House and
Senate, and a markup in which there
was bipartisan participation, there was
a partisan writing of a farm proposal.
It was brought to the committee with
this statement, ‘‘Here is the proposal.
We can have a few votes if you want,
but we are all going to vote the same
way. This is what we are reporting
out.’’ That is what was done last year.
This tends, in my judgment, to follow
in the same steps.

I am not ascribing any improper mo-
tives. The Senator has every right to
do this, and I understand the purpose of
it. But I am constrained to object, and
I intend to offer a unanimous consent
request on my time.

Mr. President, at this point I object
to the unanimous consent request.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, before the
Chair puts the consideration, I would
like to explain to the Senate that this
would allow the Senate to once again
pass the Agricultural Reconciliation
Act of 1995, thereby giving the House
their opportunity to once again enact
the farm bill. Farmers of this country,
as I have already explained, need this
legislation now. The President has ve-
toed it. It is very clear he has vetoed
this policy.

I certainly do not agree with my col-
league that this has been cobbled up.
We have been 5 months in the making
of this legislation, in creating these
difference. I think we are moving to-
ward planting in the Southern parts of

our country. As I mentioned in my ear-
lier comments, farmers are now sitting
down with their bankers to put the
farm policy together, or their farming
programs together, for the year. And
we certainly need legislation at this
time.
f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 1523

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to
propound a unanimous consent request,
and I shall explain the request.

I introduced earlier today a bill that
is now deemed S. 1523 which provides
for a 1-year extension of the current
farm program. The bill provides for
enormous planting flexibility for farm-
ers who operate under this program to
allow them to plant what they want on
base acres and not having the Govern-
ment tell them what to plant, when to
plant it or where to plant it. So there
is substantial flexibility. And third, it
would provide for the forgiveness of the
advanced deficiency payment for those
farmers that suffered crop losses last
year.

I will ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of this because I agree with the
Senator from Idaho that farmers de-
serve an answer. They deserve cer-
tainty. They deserve to know under
what farm program will they be plant-
ing in just a matter of weeks in some
parts of the country as they begin their
spring’s work.

I do not believe this is necessarily
the first choice. It is not necessarily
the best choice. But the piece of legis-
lation that the President vetoed was a
budget reconciliation bill which in-
cluded a farm bill that I described as a
cobbled product. The President vetoed
a reconciliation bill which took with it
a bad farm bill.

Now, why did that occur? Because
this is the first time in history that
rather than debate a 5-year farm bill
on its own merits in this Chamber and
the House, the majority party decided
to stick the farm bill in the reconcili-
ation bill which by last July people
knew was going to be vetoed.

Now, that does not talk about the
merits of the farm bill itself. The mer-
its of this farm bill would be to say,
‘‘Disconnect the price support pro-
grams from need. If market prices are
high, ignore that. Still give the farm-
ers the payment. And if after 7 years
market prices are low, ignore that.
There will be no farm program.’’

I do not think and did not think this
was a good approach. I believe the
President thinks it is not a good ap-
proach for those who care about having
a network of family farms in our coun-
try in the long term. That is why we
did not support this approach.

It should never have been put in the
reconciliation bill in the first place. It
was never done previously. Doing so
produced the jeopardy that now exists
for farmers in January of 1996 in not
knowing what the farm program will
be for spring planting.
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Mr. President, for purposes of trying

to provide some certainty, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of S. 1523, a bill I
introduced earlier today providing for
a 1-year extension of the current farm
programs for increased planting flexi-
bility and providing for the forgiveness
of the advanced deficiency payment for
those who suffered crop loss; that the
bill be read a third time and passed and
the motion to reconsider be laid on the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I will ob-
ject. I do object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I think
the Senator and I speak to the same
concern, but there is one thing that has
gone on this year that it is important
the record reflect—the very extensive
hearings, well over 6 months of hear-
ings now on every title of the farm bill.
But because we were in a uniquely dif-
ferent situation, and that is we had to
deal with the cost and the cost impacts
of farm policy, we brought those provi-
sions of what would be a new farm bill
to the floor in the budget reconcili-
ation to gain those kinds of savings, to
gain the $15 billion in savings that was
necessary.

What the Senator proposes in this ex-
tension under the current law would
also wreak some peril. There is no
question about it. Farmers are being
required to repay nearly $2 billion in
1995 advanced deficiency payments, and
I think only in the freedom to farm
package do we resolve that issue.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield——

Mr. CRAIG. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. DORGAN. My unanimous consent
request specifically includes, as my bill
does, the forgiveness of the advanced
deficiency payment.

Yes, it does. On page 3.
Mr. CRAIG. Obviously, the Senator

does not have page 3 for me. He has a
message that is less than legible, and I
would like to see the full impact of
this.

I must advise the Senator and my
friend here that this is not a way to
pass substantive legislation. We are
dealing with an entire farm package
here and it is critically necessary.

I do object. And I do object by the na-
ture of the way this has been pre-
sented.

What I am offering and what has
been objected to, Mr. President, is a
full and complete package that has al-
ready been debated on the floor, well
disseminated and understood by Amer-
ican agriculture, and I think largely
accepted in their recognition of need-
ing to participate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.
f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST
Mr. CRAIG. In light of the objec-

tions, and that which has just tran-

spired, I now ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of a bill I now send
to the desk which would suspend fur-
ther implementation of the Permanent
Agricultural Law of 1949, that the bill
be read for a third time, passed, and
the motion to reconsider be laid on the
table, without any intervening action
or debate.

I now send that legislation to the
desk on behalf of myself, Senator
DOLE, Senator LUGAR, and Senator
COCHRAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to
object. The procedure the Senator from
Idaho has just used was one he de-
scribed about 2 minutes ago as a proce-
dure that is unworthy on the floor of
the Senate. That is bringing a bill that
has had no hearings and which I have
not received. So I do not quite under-
stand the consistency here. But, none-
theless, repealing the underlying farm
legislation, the Permanent Farm Act
of 1949 makes no sense under any con-
ditions given the circumstance we are
in now.

We find ourselves in late January
with no farm policy except an underly-
ing permanent law. The reason I as-
sume that some want to get rid of the
permanent law—and they would get rid
of the permanent law in the Freedom
to Farm Act—is because they believe
in the long term there ought not be a
farm program, there ought not be a
safety net for family farmers.

That is the reason this provision ex-
isted in the Freedom to Farm Act. It is
one of the reasons I opposed the Free-
dom to Farm Act. I think there ought
to be a farm program to provide some
basic safety net for a family out there
that is struggling with a few acres.
Farm families are trying to make a liv-
ing with twin risks: one, planting a
seed that you do not know whether it
will grow, and, second, if it grows you
do not know whether you will get a
price. Those risks are impossible for
family farmers to overcome in cir-
cumstances where international grain
prices dip and stay down.

The proposal being offered is a recipe
for deciding we do not need family
farms, what we need are agrifactories.
So I cannot support that. I am here be-
cause I care about family farms, care
about their future, and want them to
have a decent opportunity to succeed.

I do not impugn the motives of any-
one, and especially the Senator from
Idaho. I am sure he wants the same
thing for family farmers but probably
finds a different way to achieve that.
But I cannot support anyone who be-
lieves we ought not be left with some
basic safety net for farm families out
there who are struggling against those
twin risks. So I am constrained to ob-
ject to the unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, before the
Chair rules, let me explain why I pre-

sented this legislation. It is detailed in
the sense of the titles of the law of 1949
that it would repeal. Obviously, in
hearing from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, he, by the action of his own
President in vetoing the Budget Rec-
onciliation Act that laid farm policy
out in it, is in a tremendous quandary
at this moment. He has to implement a
very cumbersome and costly law, the
provisions of the 1949 Agricultural Ad-
justment Act. It does not fit modern-
day agriculture.

I am sure the Senator from North
Dakota and I are extremely concerned
about family farms. We have worked
together on that issue on the Agri-
culture Committee of the Senate in an
effort to resolve those problems. I do
not impugn his intention nor do I be-
lieve he impugns mine. But clearly we
need policy. Policy has been created.
Policy has been passed by this Con-
gress. And policy has been vetoed by
this President, the very kind of policy
that would have created the certainty,
that would have avoided the kind of
frustrations that the Senator and I are
involved in right now.

So by action here tonight I have at-
tempted to say that which has been
worked on should be freestanding legis-
lation, that we ought to have a right to
vote up or down on it, and that I hope
then that the President would sign it.
It certainly offers the kind of budg-
etary savings that he has offered in the
cuts in discretionary spending and at
the same time it allows the flexibility
to avoid the downsizing of purely a
budget-driven farm policy.

It allows the flexibility of a market-
driven farm policy that protects Amer-
ican agriculture, that certainly pro-
tects the family farm, but also recog-
nizes that they too are businesses that
have to compete like everybody else in
the small business sector of our soci-
ety. It does provide a safety net, but it
does set together a plan, a 7-year plan
that allows them to create and move
into the market away from simply
farming to the program.

If there is one thing I heard from
Idaho agriculture and that I heard
from Midwestern agriculture, it is
‘‘Give us the flexibility so we don’t find
ourselves totally constrained to a farm
program that may not be all that prof-
itable.’’

I laughed a bit this afternoon when
there were my colleagues coming to
the floor talking about the freedom to
farm as a welfare program. When we
talk about welfare, one of the phrases
that has always gotten used is that we
provide a safety net to the recipient.
Yet the record shows that the words
‘‘safety net’’ were oftentimes used by
my colleagues as they decried the idea
of a welfare program.

Offering stability, offering baseline,
and at the same time offering move-
ment into the market is not welfare.
And nobody that is a producer and a
hard worker out there that I know in
my State that is a farmer or rancher is
going to argue they are a recipient of a
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